Introduction
When the Second World War ended, the work of the courts began. Instead of a politicaldiplomatic search for stability and peace by way of a 'conference to end all wars,' as in the Paris Peace Conference of 1919-1920, the new world order emerging from the mass destruction of lives and assets was to manifest and validate itself in a court drama on display to all, ideally in a 'trial to end all wars'.
1 However, the global dimensions of the Second World War and the complexities of modern court trials made it inconceivable from the beginning to concentrate everything at only one location and in only one trial. Consequently, numerous trials were held from the Philippines via Japan and China to Germany, Italy, and France. The major ones were the two international military tribunals -one in Nuremberg (IMT: 1945 (IMT: -1946 ) and the other in Tokyo (IMTFE: 1946 (IMTFE: -1948 ).
2
Although doing law and writing history may be very diverse activities, each following its own rules and logics, there are moments in history when the two were very much interlinked and interdependent. This was certainly the case in the late 1940s, in a period of transitional justice that we would like to call the legal moment in international history. 3 It was a global moment, but -as the following contributions will demonstrate -one with very disparate national and regional consequences. Especially in historiography, this global moment also proved to have a long-term effect. Not only did the legal interpretation of the events determine the way in which the war was remembered in each of the respective countries, but the tribunals also pre-empted many of the scholarly historiographic debates. Therefore, the basic argument however, our thesis is that the outcome of these two world tribunals often resulted in a reterritorialisation, re-regionalisation, or re-nationalisation of the history of the Second World
War.
This observation points to a general problem. Although in the last decade historians of legal and political history have increasingly emphasised the necessity to pay more attention to the global dimensions of Tokyo and the IMT, the existing historical work on these tribunals is still very nationally or regionally focussed. In several ways, global history challenges the history of the trials we are now accustomed to, not only because it points to the Eurocentric bias of the existing scholarship, which has dealt with the IMT approximately five times more often than 12 To give just one example: One can argue that today's Western reluctance to establish international military tribunals is partly due to the fact that the charges of 'conspiracy against peace' that figured so prominently both at the IMT and in Tokyo ultimately and definitely 'failed' in a legal sense to pass the test of its practical applicability. with its Asian counterpart, 14 but also because it contributes to a growing awareness of the fact that both trials took place within a relatively short period when such international trials were promoted as being suitable instruments with which to come to terms with the past and to contribute to a lasting and peaceful world order. scrutiny (of historians) only recently. At the moment, we are in the middle of a shift of focus in research. Instead of the Tokyo trial, in which the major war criminals (the so-called Class A war criminals), the leadership of imperial Japan, were tried and punished for having perpetrated 'crimes against peace', there is now a stronger interest in the other Asian trials of minor war criminals, who were charged with conventional war crimes and crimes against humanity, the so-called Class B and Class C war crimes trials. 20 The challenging fact here is that these trials took place all over East Asia, except Japan, and that this kind of transitional justice has therefore been seen in the context of the fall of the European empires, decolonisation, and the beginning of Asia's 'hot' Cold War. Key to such approaches is the concept of memory. 21 However, it is not the intent of the following contributions to distinguish between memory and history or to play one concept against the other. On the contrary, the purpose throughout is to examine the close relationship between historiography and the politics of memory in very specific cases.
Nor is it the intent here to play the "smaller" trials against the "larger" ones (or vice versa).
Instead, the following contributions take into consideration the diversity of the trials in the legal moment of the late 1940s. However, several of them also make it clear how worthwhile it indeed is to concentrate on the two main trials, since these trials are the ones that have proved to be decisive in shaping historical debates from the immediate post-war period until today.
Both proceedings are often regarded as cornerstones for the development of international law and human rights, 22 and particularly relevant for the history of the legal category 'crimes against humanity' and their meanwhile institutional implementation (in particular in the International Criminal Court in Den Haag). 23 The predominant narrative is a success story, but dissenting voices have also attracted attention. They point to ambivalences and the fact that the Weltgemeinschaft (or, more precisely, the political leaders of the world powers) seemed to have The following four contributions thus add to the extensive body of studies on empirical or legal aspects of these trials, but they also analyse the historiographical narratives that emerged from them and, in particular, explore how courtroom practices and judicial procedures affected the historiography of the Second World War. How was the material, later re-used as historical sources, affected by different legal cultures? Were there any significant differences between the events and practices in Germany and Japan? The four studies attempt to provide answers to these questions as they focus on the relationship between legal experts and historians during the trials and in their aftermath.
The first contribution by Daniel Hedinger analyses how the Tokyo and Nuremberg tribunals led to the disappearance of the Axis alliance. In this process, in Germany as well as Japan, a domestication of the past set in as the memory of the war became regionalized and, above all, nationalized -with paradoxical consequences to this day: we are left with a history of the Second World War in which the world has been left out. This article argues that the starting point for these developments is to be found in the judicial logic of the proceedings, particularly in how the charge of a global conspiracy against peace was applied and finally rejected in Nuremberg and Tokyo. The 'judicial model' that thus emerged pre-empted many of the later historiographical debates. As Hedinger shows, those tribunals also generated the sources that proved in the decades that followed to be of fundamental importance for historiography. He argues that clearer insight into these processes would enable us to move towards a truly global history of the Axis and thus better understand the entanglements from which the Second World War originated.
The second article by Kim Christian Priemel also analyses global narratives.
Specifically, he looks at those global narratives that emerged from the IMT and the subsequent NMTs in Nuremberg and that contributed in important and lasting ways to the historiography of the Holocaust. Priemel disagrees with those historians who have argued over the last two decades that the murder of the European Jewry was not a formative element of these trials.
Instead, he advances the view that it was these historians' selective appropriation of the historical evidence produced in court that lies at the heart of historiographical misrepresentation, not the alleged disinterest of the former prosecutors and judges in
Nuremberg. In Priemel's view, the IMT and the NMTs, taken together, produced a surprisingly Siemens argues that historians should neither disregard the military tribunals as such nor the rich historical material produced at them; yet they will benefit from paying more attention both to the narratives produced in court and to their historiographical legacies. Despite their different methodological approaches as well as the diverse thematic and geographical foci, all four articles demonstrate that doing law and writing history were closely intertwined in the 1940s, with lasting repercussions. At this legal moment of international
